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Abstract
Businesses often depend on Mediation and Arbitration as mechanisms to resolve disputes outside of the judicial 
courts. This paper examines how the Internet is revolutionizing the legal world of dispute resolution. The paper 
analyzes data from the academic-business interface developed by two universities working together to make openly 
share information related to Arbitration and Mediation, on the lines of Wikipedia and YouTube. Their initial forays 
in this field have been a success, encouraging increased funding and further development of their website. This 
paper analyzes their success, gleaning insights about user behavior and acceptance of such initiatives. The paper also 
explores the utility of Web 2.0 for arbitrations and its future prospects.  
Keywords: Arbitrations, Web 2.0, mediation, law, business, management 
1. Introduction 
The Internet is poised to revolutionize the legal world of dispute resolutions, namely mediation and arbitrations. 
Arbitration is a legal mechanism for resolving disputes outside the courtrooms, where the parties in the dispute refer 
the case to one or more "arbitrators" by whose “award” decision they agree to be bound. A vast majority of trade 
disputes or commercial disputes in the US are resolved through arbitration [7; 26].  
Arbitrations are sometimes preceded by Mediation, a process in which an impartial third party facilitates 
communication and negotiation to promote voluntary decision making by the parties— much like a marriage 
counselor. Mediations cost less and deliver results faster [10] and are frequently preferred to accepting something 
imposed by a third party. Arbitration is generally viewed as an efficient manner of resolving a dispute before an 
impartial panel of arbitrators [12]. The wide spread popularity of arbitration lies in its ability to resolve disputes 
much faster: just 4 months against 18-36 months for traditional, and much cheaper: 35-60% lower [7] than 
conventional litigation courts that are not designed to handle global disputes regularly [8; 32]. Other benefits of 
arbitration include complete privacy [8; 36], as arbitral proceedings and arbitral awards are generally private, 
allowing organizations to maintain their carefully groomed public image and brand value. As it is arranged through 
mutual agreement, the arbitral process provides much more flexibility in its operation than a court [38; 8]. Especially 
when the subject matter of the dispute is highly technical, it allows the parties to customize rules and appoint 
arbitrators with the appropriate expertise. It also leads to a swifter justice as there are limited avenues for appealing 
an arbitral award and a smaller chance of a party delaying the matter. 
Arbitrations also have a few problems— if a panel of arbitrators is appointed, it can be difficult to juggle around 
their individual schedules to arrange dates for hearing, leading to delays. Another problem is where large businesses 
may exert influence in consumer disputes, pressuring arbitrators to decide in their favor or lose future business. And 
although it is cheaper than a court, it is still an expensive process [8; 32].  
The internet has revolutionized Arbitration in two ways: it has created new global disputes, while providing a 
mechanism for solving them. Earlier the business transactions and therefore the related disputes used to be local, 
limited within a state or a country. In the last decade, the advent of internet has made global transactions and 
therefore global disputes common place. Millions of transactions are completely digital: for example e-bay has over 
150 million registered users situated worldwide, with more than 24 million items offered everyday amounting to $60 
billion in 2007 (Source: www.ebay.com). Disputes are inevitable and in such disputes it is often impossible for the 
parties involved to meet in person, face to face. Further, it is difficult to establish the laws of which land would hold, 
not to mention the challenge of language, the difference in operating norms and the settlement of awards. Dispute 
resolution mechanisms like online arbitrations can resolve disputes speedily as well as with less expense [11; 26]. 
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The Internet is increasingly being used to augment the benefits and reduce the problems associated with arbitrations. 
Internet is employed to reduce the expense, the complexity, and the time involved in the process, while allowing 
parties located globally to effectively use arbitration as a tool to swiftly resolve their disputes. Companies today 
handle millions of disputes online [26]. As of March 2006, 149 online dispute resolution (ODR) websites were in 
operation worldwide [39], up from 76 in 2003 and 115 in 2004 [12]. One such website, Cybersettle.com [15], has 
handled over 200,000 cases online with over 1.5 billion dollars in settlements. ODR websites settle more than three 
million cases online, helping resolve all kinds of disagreements from online trading like eBay disputes [24] to 
commercial disputes between multiple businesses [37], employment disputes [9], as well as the Sri Lankan peace 
process [20]. In the Sri Lankan peace process, it brought together parties that otherwise would never meet. It 
provides a space for sharing knowledge and information and keeping communication channels open for a possible 
dialog at any time. In a similar manner, it is used to resolve discord among employees and management to boost 
employee morale and productivity. Internet is a new channel for the arbitration process, where an array of tools such 
as email, instant messaging, bulletin boards, teleconferencing, video conferencing, and online discussion groups are 
used to resolve conflicts [7].  
This paper explores the different ways that the field of arbitration is currently using the Internet, especially web 2.0, 
to revolutionize its operation. The paper then analyzes the data from an arbitration website set up in a web 2.0-style 
to find trends. In this exploratory study we arrive at conclusions about the utility of Web 2.0 for Arbitration and its 
future prospects.  
In this paper we first discuss how the Arbitration process works and then we review the literature on the application 
of the Internet technologies and information systems to Arbitrations. After explaining the research methodology and 
analyzing the data, we discuss the findings and conclude the paper with a summary and postulation of the future 
trends in the use of information systems in Arbitrations. 
2. What is Arbitration? 
Although the arbitration process has grown over the past fifty years it started with the advent of the labor movement 
in the United States and most arbitration processes now follow, to a great extent, the labor relations arbitration model.  
So we will use that model to explain the arbitration process. 
Almost all Collective Bargaining Agreements (CBA) or labor contracts between a union and an employer have a 
grievance procedure for the parties to use if they believe the contract has been violated.  A typical grievance 
procedure is three steps:  first, the supervisor and union steward (representative) meet to discuss a potential contract 
violation and attempt to resolve the problem. The second step occurs if the problem is unresolved so the grieving 
party (often the union) submits a written grievance to the employer and the employer then sends back a written reply. 
The third step occurs if the matter is still unresolved. The grieving party requests arbitration so that a third party 
neutral may decide the issue(s) in dispute. 
The parties typically include an arbitrator selection process in the CBA and it always provides that the arbitrator will 
be mutually selected.  The arbitrator receives all of his/her power and authority from the CBA and is strictly bound 
by the requirements of the CBA.  The hearing is informal but oral arguments are made, witnesses are called and 
evidence is submitted much like a court hearing. Many times briefs are submitted to the arbitrator after the hearing 
to summarize each party’s case and the arbitrator then issues a written decision deciding whether or not the contract 
has been violated. Both parties are bound by the arbitrator’s award and courts rarely overturn the awards.1 
It should be noted that a new trend in the grievance process is to require that the parties go to mediation before 
arbitration. Mediation usually does not involve a hearing but rather includes a trained neutral who listens to a 
summary of the case from both sides and attempts to assist the parties in settling the dispute before going to the 
expense and time of an arbitration hearing.  In Michigan, for instance, the state provides a mediator to the parties for 
free so it is often used as a step in the grievance process of a CBA.2
Typical Grievance Arbitration Process  
1 Bell v Seabury, 243 Mich. App. 413, 422 (2000). 
2 James Spalding, Michigan Mediation,  http://www.gvsu.edu/arbitrations/index.cfm?id=F264187D-F9C4-C3C7-
5988FCE0D5A59AA5    (last visited on March 9, 2008). 
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The Grievance Process in a CBA: 
First Step:  Oral conversation between supervisor and union steward (representative) regarding 
possible CBA violation. 
Second Step:  If problem is not resolved at the first step then union puts grievance in writing and the 
employer responds in writing.  
An Example: 
- The union wrote a grievance stating that the employer violated the CBA because it did not use 
strict seniority when selecting employees for over time (OT). The union demanded that the 
employer pay OT to all the more senior employees who were not selected for OT in 
accordance with the CBA. 
- The employer wrote a grievance reply stating that it did not violate the contract because it 
attempted to use strict seniority but when it made calls to assign OT many of the more senior 
employees were either not home or did not answer their cell phones. Consequently the 
employer was forced to use less senior employees for the OT because it was an emergency 
situation and needed help immediately. The employer therefore denied the grievance stating 
that it did not violate the CBA. 
Third Step: If the problem is not resolved at the second step the parties pick an arbitrator and proceed 
to arbitration. If a CBA provides for mediation it typically occurs just prior to arbitration 
The arbitration process provided by Benyekhlef and Gélinas [7] is shown in Figure 1 and the one provided by 
www.finra.org is described in Figure 2. Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA) is the largest non-
governmental regulator for all securities firms doing business in the United States. The organization’s arbitration 
process is a good example of a non labor relations dispute resolution model. The diagram below shows their process 
for Arbitration with the concomitant fees. 
Figure 1. The negotiation  mediation  arbitration process to resolve disputes [7] 
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Figure 2. Detailed Arbitration process for firms dealing in securities. Source: www.finra.org 
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2.1 Arbitration and the role of the Internet 
Even in the slow, lumbering style of the traditional legal world, Internet is fast emerging as a channel to settle 
commercial disputes [28]. One of the first online arbitration was conducted in 1996 by the University of 
Massachusetts in their ‘Virtual Courtroom’ [3]. Richard Hill [21] explains the arbitration process using the Internet 
as follows:  1. The initial step was to use emails to exchange documents. 2. Then the parties began using the Internet 
to exchange evidence.  3. The final in the process now is to use electronic means to conduct arbitration proceedings 
with technologies such as video conferencing.   
Online arbitrations seem to have caught on only in the last seven or eight years as the Internet transformed into one 
of the major channels for commerce as well as conflicts. Most of the research work in this field is therefore recent. 
The literature on online arbitration reviews various areas such as legal and regulatory issues [such as 18; 22; 29], 
issues of trust [1; 30] and of communication and culture [17; 4; 27] among others. The literature also shows the 
application of online dispute resolution to different business situations such as, consumer protection [34; 33], 
government and public disputes [2; 13], peace and conflict resolution [25; 20], and family disputes [6; 14]. Some of 
them discuss the technological issues, like problems of hardware, software, authentication, computer literacy, 
computer accessibility, online communication protocols, and online bidding [5; 7; 19; 16]. 
Arbitrations have evolved much like the auctions— moving from physical transactions, to online platform like e-bay 
for accomplishing the transactions. The main advantage of the Internet is the freedom not to be physically present 
and the use of computer automated tools, such as online document sharing and commenting and the automated 
bidding tools. As the web evolves from Web 1.0 to Web 2.0, the role of technology changes from just being an 
enabler of existing processes to being an active disrupter by radically reinventing the existing processes and 
enabling things that were impractical or impossible earlier [35]. There are not too many that discuss the 
technological issues, especially the implications of web 2.0 on online dispute resolution. A few researchers discuss 
the adjudication of disputes and crimes in the virtual worlds and the challenges for the judicial system [23], but there 
is no discussion on how these recent innovations can also assist online dispute resolution in complete new ways.  
Apart from automated transactions of Web 1.0, the need now is for Web 2.0 tools that allow sharing and 
collaboration in the ways of Youtube, Wikipedia, and Facebook/ Myspace. Youtube and Wikipedia demonstrate the 
utility of accumulation of small amounts of information from different sources that lead to the creation of a 
compendium big enough to become a source of frequent reference for anyone and everyone. The Web 2.0 
emphasizes user generated information, therefore making information available immediately and free of cost, 
especially for items that are not copyrighted. 
From the perspective of Arbitration, it means freely sharing the information about arbitrators and mediators, as well 
their awards, on the internet. At present this information is not freely available on the Internet: either it is simply not 
in the digital form, or else it is available at a charge at websites such as AAA (American Arbitration Association). 
The website in this study is the first step towards a Web 2.0 approach to arbitration where it openly posts resumes 
and arbitral awards on its websites. Although Arbitration process may be private, the awards may not always be 
confidential as they have to be shared among large numbers of people directly affected by the awards [36]. In 
addition arbitrations involving public employees such as police, fire personnel, and teachers are public information 
in most states. 
With Web 2.0, the Internet can play an important role before, during, and after arbitration. Before the arbitration, the 
Internet can help people connect for the first time across geographical regions, share knowledge and information, 
explore past arbitration awards and court decisions, and possibly reduce the level of conflict. On the other hand it 
can increase conflicts as the online channel arms and encourages the employees and employers with the information 
and the support from others in similar situations. The field needs further exploration by observing the experiences of 
web 2.0-friendly arbitration websites. This research studies one such website. 
3. Data Collection and Analysis 
A three stage research strategy is employed: first the research design is outlined, followed by data collection, 
followed by data analysis. Data was mainly collected from the website visitors. A case study methodology was used 
to conduct this research as it allows the research to ask ‘How’ and ‘Why’ questions that help explore issues along 
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with their context (Yin 2003). Such single case studies are recommended to provide a better understanding of the 
environmental complexity and an in-depth understanding of the issues (Yin 2003, Galliers 1992).  
The validity of the case study was increased by employing multiple sources of data (Yin 2003). Data was collected 
using observations, interviews, and archival sources. One of the researchers was also actively involved in the project 
and consequently possesses an intimate, first hand knowledge of the project. 
3.1 Purpose of the Arbitration Web Site 
The project was to create and deploy the arbitration website at www.gvsu.edu/arbitrations. The web site’s primary 
purpose is to provide students and the public with free access to information about Michigan public sector grievance 
arbitration3, arbitrator’ resumes and actual grievance arbitration awards. Typically individuals have to pay for this 
type of information through such web sites as the American Arbitration Association4, Lexis Nexis5, and Westlaw6. 
All of these web sites require the user to pay a fee to view the arbitration awards. Yet there are many who are 
required to present arbitration cases or are simply affected by the outcome of the arbitration awards that are not 
privy to the awards because they either do not know about them or they do not have access to the previously 
mentioned web sites. It is interesting to note that the state of Wisconsin places all of its public sector grievance 
arbitration awards on a web site for free but it is the only state to provide this service.7  The lack of access to 
grievance arbitration awards is unfortunate because it is a growing body of law in the United States yet it is typically 
available only to those that have the means to pay for a web site service. 
3.2 Web 2.0 and the arbitration website 
Although the website was created with the intent of sharing information, initially it was not widely advertised. 
Advertising was limited to the researchers presenting the website at conferences. For example, the conference visit 
in October 2007 generated a sporadic interest. The website was generally used by students at the Michigan State 
University and the Grand Valley State University for their course work. This changed after the website went ‘public’ 
on the Wikis. The data from the website visits is provided in Table 1. It shows statistics on the daily averages and the 
monthly totals as well as the changes over same month last year. 
In the table, the ‘hits’, ‘files’, and ‘pages’ denote different information. For example, if a request for an HTML 
document is made that contains two links to images and one of these images is missing, it is counted as three ‘Hits’ 
(one for the HTML document and two for linked image files), two ‘Files’ (one for the HTML document and one for 
existing image) and one ‘Page’ (just the HTML document). For our purposes, ‘page’ information would give a better 
view of the change in site usage than other numbers. Therefore the ‘Hits’ and the ‘Files’ information is grayed out in 
Table 1. The ‘unique URLs’, on the other hand, tell us how many unique page-views were made, i.e. multiple views 
of the same page by the same visitor or Host, are counted as 1.  
The ‘Hosts’ denote how many different computers or IP Addresses accessed a website. It does not translate into 
unique individual users, but it is the closest one can get to such a number without a physical count. The ‘visits’, on 
the other hand, count visits from the same IP address as different if more than a certain time elapsed between the 
3 Public sector employees in Michigan are employees who are paid by governmental units such as the state, cities, 
townships and counties.  Public sector grievance arbitration awards are the focus of the web site because they may 
be obtained through Michigan’s Freedom of Information Act, MCL15.231 (Act 4442),see: 
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(cojprf550assphyj32pbtg45))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&objectname=mcl-act-
442-of-1976   (last visited on March 9, 2008).  Private sector employers have no obligation to release grievance 
arbitration awards to the public. 
4 American Arbitration Association, http://www.adr.org/    (last visited on March 9, 2008). 
5 Lexis Nexis, http://www.lexis.com/  (last visited on March 9, 2008). 
6 West Law,  http://www.westlaw.com/  
7 Wisconsin WERC Grievance Awards, State Bar of Wisconsin, 
http://www.wisbar.org/AM/CustomSource/ASPCode/caseindex.asp?lap=1&MoreOpener=&ci=1&OrdMode=DESC
&Offsethi=20&Lio=1&Area=5&Numlines=20   (last visited on March 9, 2008). 
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visits. So typically the number of ‘visits’ would always be more than the number of ‘Hosts’. The ratio of visits to 
host will provide the repeat-rate for an IP Address, approximating it to the actual number of repeat visits from a user. 
The Kbytes inform us the amount of information downloaded from the website. There is considerable amount of 
information in downloadable files, information such as Mediator resumes and award decisions. The Kbytes 
information will allow us an insight into this aspect. The percentage change is calculated only over the same month 
last year, as the main audience in 2007 was the academia whose demand changes in yearly cycles according to the 
yearly course schedules. 
In the second week of January 2008, this website was registered on Wikifoia and Wikipedia. In Wikipedia it appears 
under Arbitration, Mediation, and other related pages, located under ‘External references’. Wikifoia is a wiki to help 
people use the Freedom of Information Act at the state and local level. On Wikifoia a new page was created labeled 
“Michigan Public Sector Arbitrations and Collective Bargaining Agreements” and referenced on other Wikifoia 
pages on arbitrations and mediation. These wikis created a significant increase in the amount of interest in the 
arbitration website. 














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Figure 4. The trend-view in keys statistics: Hosts, Kbytes, Visits, Pages, and Unique URLs. KBytes is converted 
to ‘100 Kbytes’ for better visibility. 
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began from the third week of January. By February, it was a massive torrent. It is interesting to analyze the 
behavior of the new audience created using the Web 2.0 media by comparing the numbers in February 2008 
the February of the earlier year. The biggest change has been in the ‘Unique URLs’ accessed, which 
increased over 200% overall and almost 10 times in February. After February it drops down considerably. 
The unique URLs inform us how many unique page-views were made, i.e. multiple views of the same page 
by the same visitor or Host, are counted as 1. A much greater increase in this number compared to other 
numbers, signifies a greater level of exploration from the visitors in February than any other month. As the 
number of users (hosts) increased 73%, it would be safe to assume that the number of unique URLs per 
user/ host increased at (9.66+1)/ (0.73+1) = 6.16 times. This means the new visitors were probably 6 times 
more prolific in their explorations than the regular visitors. The ‘Unique URLs/ host’ ratios given in Table 2 
below also demonstrates this effect. Further, it is seen that such an exploration was also in effect when the 
website was advertised in a conference in October 2007. The effect is seen in Figure 2, with two spikes in 
the ‘Unique URLs’ and ‘Pages’ around October and February. Further, as the ‘visits/ host’ ratio in Table 2 
remains almost the same while the ‘Pages/host’ increases, it again indicates that the visitors in February and 
October on an average explored more pages on the website than in any other months. The ratio is probably 
more pronounced in October, meaning the conference audience was much more interested than the Wiki 
audience. However the Wikis appear to have provided many more new hosts or users.  
The number of users (Hosts) appears to be slightly declining, even while the number of visits is on an 
increase. This probably means a ‘skake-out’ where the low-intensity/ one-time users are giving way to 
heavy users. 









Jul-08 2.6 0.63 80.62 4.90 
Jun-08 2.4 1.03 132.26 4.26 
May-08 1.9 0.84 154.47 4.20 
Apr-08 1.5 0.36 90.98 2.79 
Mar-08 1.7 0.60 111.84 3.23 
Feb-08 1.9 3.72 154.03 9.39 
Jan-08 1.9 0.65 144.93 4.43 
Dec-07 1.7 0.45 117.26 3.34 
Nov-07 1.7 0.64 115.86 4.20 
Oct-07 2.2 5.16 219.35 9.49 
Sep-07 1.6 1.34 119.40 4.91 
Aug-07 1.9 0.50 195.20 5.42 
Jul-07 2.8 1.81 212.80 6.43 
Jun-07 1.9 0.83 118.55 3.81 
May-07 2.0 0.41 131.00 4.57 
Apr-07 1.9 0.58 144.81 4.85 
Mar-07 1.9 1.11 239.18 5.55 
Feb-07 2.0 0.60 134.91 5.40 
Jan-07 1.9 0.44 142.58 5.92 
Average:  All 1.97 1.14 145.27 5.11 
Feb-Jul 2008 2.00 1.20 120.70 4.80 
In the two months following February 2008, the ‘unique URLs’ decrease considerably and so do the 
‘pages’, even while there is an increase in the number of hosts. This shows a dramatic drop in explorations 
per user. So it probably signifies the end of the ‘exploration’ phase by the new audience drawn by the web 
2.0 media. Possibly now they come back for specific information only.  
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Also, as the number of hosts or users increase, the Kbytes of data also increases but not dramatically. In 
Table 2 the Kbytes/ host column shows there is not much difference among the months. This signifies that 
the users repose trust in the information being available at a later date also. There is no panic downloading 
of all the free information. This is significant, given that there are few online sources of data provided by 
this website, and commercial websites such as AAA (American Arbitrators Association) charges users for 
similar information. It appears the users are now used to important information being and remaining 
available online. 
The next step planned for the website is to allow users to become a ‘prosumer’ (Producer as well as 
Consumer of the information) by uploading any arbitration related content on their own, like the Wikis and 
the Youtube, and allow users to comment and exchange thoughts using the website. However Web 2.0 is 
not just about user-generated content. It is also about mashups, about desktop-like applications in web 
browsers, and about rich user experience. A mashup is where a website combines services from many 
different websites. For example travel websites like Expedia combine mapping information from google, 
address data from hotels and availability data from airlines to create a travel plan on the fly. Similarly, now 
there can be a website that combines information from the above discussed arbitration websites, with tools 
like Google docs and google calendar for joint formulation of disputes and for scheduling, use discussion 
forum and project management tools from 37signals, video conferencing from skype, bidding services from 
e-bay, polling tool from quimble, and virtual visualization from second life, to generate on-the-fly, 
configurable, customizable arbitration processes to suit the specific needs of the user. Such a service will 
provide different tools at every stage of the dispute, while allowing the users the best-of-the-breed web 2.0 
tools available in the market. It might seem like a big effort to create such a website, but last year JackBe, 
Microsoft’s Popfly, and IBM’s QEDWiki, and a few others have come with browser-based mashup-makers 
that help users to quickly and easily create such mashup websites on the fly, in minutes. As these services 
as well as the mashup makers themselves behave more like desktop tools rather than web browsers, they 
provide a rich user experience by placing many more facilities at the finger tips of the users. This is what 
this website is planning for in the immediate future. 
Such a Web 2.0 implementation can radically change the dispute resolution process. Imagine a probable 
dispute that comes up as a simple comment from a user, becomes ‘viral’, i.e. rapidly garners wide spread 
support from other users, like certain youtube videos do. Users discuss virtually, with inputs from legal 
experts as well as inputs from their adversaries. Labor union--management discussions can now be in the 
open for all workers to participate at every stage. Ideas may be generated using brainstorming tools from 
mindmiester and filtered out using polled tools from quimble. The negotiation process will blur into higher 
level discussions on discussion boards. Higher levels of complexity and a great amount of information may 
be processed in a 3-dimensional space of virtual worlds in a manner reminiscent of science fiction works 
like ‘Minority report’. Mediators will emerge on the fly and so will the arbitrators. With enough inputs and 
discussions from all possible sides, there is a greater chance that the disputes will have higher levels of 
context and get resolved faster and amicably. Due to the open nature of such forums, disputes that are 
inherently biased will get discouraged by the fear of public ridicule. But on the same note, some valid 
disputes may not surface due to fear of public ridicule, especially those relating to issues like gay 
relationships and child abortion. 
Web 2.0 has already led arbitrations into new directions and opened up new issues that are difficult to 
understand, leave alone adjudicate [23]. However, it has also opened up door to new solutions that were 
unimaginable or impossible a few years ago. 
4. Conclusion, and Future research 
The paper began with the aim of exploring the application of Web 2.0 to the field of arbitrations. The paper 
reviewed the relevant literature and concluded there is not enough discussion on this issue. The researchers 
then explored the progress of one arbitration website closest to the application of web 2.0 to arbitrations 
and evaluated its success and its acceptance among users. Even while the website is a small starting step 
towards the application of web 2.0 to arbitrations, it is a great success, leading to increase in funding, 
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paving the way towards a greater level of web 2.0 features. 
Apparently web 2.0 was first coined in 2004 to describe the new stream of websites with revolutionary, 
mindset-breaking ideas [31]. Although it is rapidly growing, Web 2.0 is still a very new realm and it is 
difficult to extrapolate what new path breaking ideas may come up tomorrow and take us in a completely 
new direction. The paper shed some light on how today’s web 2.0 may be used to conduct arbitrations in 
the future. However this area needs to be further explored. 
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